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  Introduction	  and	  positioning	  
	   The	  past	  10-­‐15	  years	  in	  Australian	  higher	  education	  has	  seen	  the	  rise	  of	  a	  discourse	  
and	  related	  social	  practices	  of	  university-­‐community	  engagement	  (UCE).	  	  UCE	  describes	  the	  
process	  of	  universities	  forming	  partnerships	  with	  external	  communities	  for	  the	  promised	  
generation	  of	  mutually	  beneficial	  and	  socially	  responsive	  knowledge,	  leading	  to	  enhanced	  
economic,	  social	  and	  cultural	  development	  (Bjarnason	  &	  Coldstream,	  2003;	  Holland	  &	  
Ramaley,	  2008).	  	  What	  distinguishes	  “engagement”	  from	  the	  more	  traditional	  notion	  of	  
“service”	  is	  that	  engagement	  involves	  more	  than	  a	  one-­‐way	  transfer	  of	  knowledge	  and	  
expertise	  from	  the	  university	  to	  the	  community.	  Engagement	  involves	  the	  university	  forming	  
strategic,	  mutually	  beneficial	  partnerships	  with	  industry,	  government	  and	  community	  
sectors	  with	  the	  result	  that	  universities	  become	  increasingly	  connected	  and	  responsive	  to	  
their	  external	  environments.	  	  	  
	   There	  have	  been	  a	  number	  of	  socio-­‐political	  contexts	  that	  have	  influenced	  the	  
engagement	  discourse	  within	  higher	  education,	  both	  within	  Australia	  and	  internationally.	  	  A	  
neoliberal	  inspired	  reduction	  in	  funding	  of	  public	  institutions	  (including	  universities)	  in	  
favour	  of	  industry,	  student	  fees	  and	  community	  funding	  sources,	  a	  devolution	  of	  
responsibility	  for	  public	  service	  provision	  from	  states	  to	  communities,	  and	  a	  more	  utilitarian	  
focus	  upon	  applied	  research	  that	  leads	  to	  commercial	  application	  have	  collectively	  worked	  
to	  produce	  the	  now	  ubiquitous	  references	  to	  engagement	  processes	  within	  university	  
policies	  and	  plans	  (Sunderland,	  Muirhead,	  Parsons,	  &	  Holtom,	  2004,	  p.	  5).	  	  The	  Third	  Way	  
politics	  of	  British	  Labour	  (Giddens,	  1998),	  and	  their	  appropriation	  by	  the	  Australian	  
Rudd/Gillard	  Labor	  governments	  through	  “social	  inclusion”	  and	  “widening	  participation”	  
agendas,	  	  also	  frame	  the	  engagement	  shift,	  as	  universities	  are	  directed	  to	  move	  from	  mass	  
to	  near	  universal	  provision	  of	  participation	  to	  make	  most	  efficient	  use	  of	  the	  nation’s	  stock	  
of	  human	  capital.	  	  	  
	   In	  their	  submission	  to	  the	  Bradley	  Review	  of	  Higher	  Education,	  Universities	  Australia,	  
the	  peak	  advocacy	  body	  for	  the	  sector,	  noted	  how	  pervasive	  the	  engagement	  agenda	  had	  
become,	  and	  that	  nearly	  all	  universities	  (in	  2008)	  “have	  a	  senior	  executive	  position	  with	  
clear	  responsibility	  for	  external	  engagement”,	  a	  shift	  they	  described	  as	  a	  “quiet	  revolution”	  
in	  the	  way	  universities	  relate	  to	  their	  various	  communities	  (Universities	  Australia,	  2008,	  p.	  
10).	  Universities	  have	  clearly	  strategically	  reengaged	  with	  their	  communities,	  geographic	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and	  associational,	  public	  and	  private,	  to	  help	  gain	  financial	  sustainability	  through	  a	  
demonstration	  of	  their	  utility,	  and	  to	  articulate,	  through	  “argumentative	  interaction	  with	  
the	  non-­‐university	  world”	  (Bjarnason	  &	  Coldstream,	  2003,	  p.	  312),	  a	  renewed	  sense	  of	  their	  
broader	  social	  and	  civic	  purposes.	  
	   	  This	  article	  performs	  a	  critical	  discourse	  analysis	  (Fairclough,	  2003)	  of	  UCE	  proffered	  
by	  AUCEA.	  	  In	  doing	  so,	  it	  is	  primarily	  concerned	  with	  the	  question	  of	  how	  smaller,	  less	  
powerful	  non-­‐profit	  community	  based	  organisations,	  and	  the	  often	  marginalised	  peoples	  
they	  work	  with,	  are	  situated.	  	  Are	  the	  voices	  and	  interests	  of	  marginalised	  communities	  
picked	  up	  by	  the	  discourse	  of	  UCE	  within	  Australian	  universities?	  If	  they	  are,	  then	  how	  does	  
the	  UCE	  discourse	  reconcile	  them	  with	  the	  powerfully	  pressing	  imperatives	  of	  industry	  and	  
commerce?	  I	  seek	  to	  explore	  this	  question	  not	  through	  an	  empirical	  study	  of	  social	  practices	  
of	  engagement	  by	  marginalised	  communities,	  but	  rather	  by	  examining	  the	  semantic	  
structuring	  of	  the	  discourse	  itself,	  as	  both	  reproduced	  and	  constructed	  within	  a	  particular	  
text.	  	  	  
	   Critical	  Discourse	  Analysis	   	  
	   Critical	  Discourse	  Analysis	  (CDA)	  is	  in	  fact	  a	  range	  of	  social	  and	  linguistic	  theories	  
brought	  into	  dialogue	  with	  each	  other	  to	  analyse,	  as	  Weiss	  and	  Wodak	  (2003)	  describe,	  the:	  
	   ...opaque	  as	  well	  as	  transparent	  structural	  relationships	  of	  dominance,	  
	   discrimination,	  power	  and	  control	  as	  manifested	  in	  language.	  	  In	  other	  words,	  CDA	  
	   aims	  to	  investigate	  critically	  social	  inequality	  as	  it	  is	  expressed,	  constituted,	  
	   legitimized,	  and	  so	  on,	  by	  language	  use	  (or	  in	  discourse)	  (p.	  15).	  	  
For	  Fairclough	  (2003),	  CDA	  proceeds	  by	  a	  careful	  analysis	  of	  both	  the	  semantic	  relations	  
between	  sentences	  and	  clauses	  within	  the	  text,	  as	  well	  as	  how	  the	  text	  draws	  upon	  and	  
incorporates	  other	  external	  texts	  within	  itself,	  a	  process	  he	  names	  as	  “intertextuality”	  or	  
“recontextualization”	  (p.	  17).	  	  	  	  
	   In	  the	  analysis	  of	  AUCEA’s	  Position	  Paper	  that	  follows,	  the	  focus	  of	  analysis	  will	  be	  
the	  semantic	  construction	  of	  equivalences	  and	  differences	  and	  the	  modality	  of	  knowledge	  
and	  moral	  claims	  made	  within	  the	  text	  itself,	  and	  the	  way	  the	  AUCEA	  draws	  in	  wider	  
discourses,	  texts	  and	  assumptions,	  and	  stitches	  them	  together	  in	  its	  version	  of	  “university	  
community-­‐engagement”.	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   Attention	  to	  the	  AUCEA	  “Position	  Statement”	  is	  important	  for	  understanding	  how	  
the	  new	  discourse	  of	  “engagement”	  is	  structured	  by	  wider	  social	  forces	  and	  discourses,	  and	  
subsequently	  reproduces	  dominant	  social	  inequalities	  and	  power	  relations	  among	  the	  social	  
actors	  represented.	  	  Yet,	  as	  Fairclough	  (2003)	  notes,	  this	  process	  of	  reproduction	  is	  not	  
automatic	  nor	  determined:	  these	  new	  texts	  and	  discourses	  can	  also	  effect	  those	  wider	  social	  
forces	  as	  well.	  	  As	  semiotic	  products	  of	  wider	  social	  events	  (themselves	  situated	  within	  
wider	  and	  more	  abstract	  social	  events	  and	  social	  structures1),	  texts	  also	  can	  affect,	  recreate,	  
and	  impact	  these	  wider	  social	  forces.	  	  A	  new	  discourse	  of	  engagement,	  for	  instance,	  can	  
reproduce	  inequality	  through	  assuming	  dominant	  neoliberal	  market	  relations,	  	  
and	  thereby	  silence	  more	  socially	  marginalised	  voices	  and	  texts	  without	  economic	  power.	  	  
But	  as	  a	  creative	  act,	  “engagement”	  might	  also	  enable	  marginalised	  voices	  and	  texts	  to	  be	  
heard	  within	  the	  cacophony	  of	  claims	  upon	  higher	  education,	  so	  that,	  the	  aspirations	  of	  
smaller,	  non-­‐profit	  community	  partners	  may	  be	  given	  voice	  alongside	  other	  more	  narrowly	  
economic	  interests	  of	  universities,	  governments	  and	  corporate	  partners.	  	  This	  impact	  would	  
depend	  upon	  the	  relative	  power	  and	  position	  of	  the	  social	  agents,	  the	  producers	  of	  the	  
texts,	  and	  the	  circumstances	  of	  the	  text’s	  reception	  (Fairclough,	  2003,	  p.	  8).	  	  	  
	   	  Policy	  as	  “assemblage”	  
	   Following	  	  Rizvi	  and	  Lingard	  (2010),	  I	  am	  defining	  the	  AUCEA	  Position	  Paper	  broadly	  	  
as	  a	  policy	  statement,	  or	  an	  “authoritative	  allocation	  of	  values”	  (p.	  11),	  and	  more	  specifically	  
as	  an	  educational	  policy	  statement	  constructed	  within	  a	  wider	  context	  in	  which	  
neoliberalism	  has	  become	  the	  dominant	  “social	  imaginary”	  of	  globalization	  (p.	  42).	  	  
Neoliberalism	  is	  taken	  here	  to	  mean	  a	  global	  political	  ideology	  seeking	  to	  constrain	  the	  role	  
of	  the	  state	  to	  providing	  the	  necessary	  conditions	  for	  international	  free	  trade,	  privatization,	  
individualism	  and	  consumerism	  (p.	  28),	  and	  a	  general	  commodification	  of	  all	  forms	  of	  
human	  services,	  including	  education.	  	  Higher	  education	  in	  Australia	  has	  appropriated	  the	  
neoliberal	  ideology	  through	  a	  “new	  public	  managerialism”	  (Clarke	  and	  Newman,	  1997,	  as	  
cited	  in	  Lingard,	  2010,	  p.	  10)	  emphasising	  efficiencies,	  market	  styled	  allocation	  strategies,	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
1	  Fairclough	  (2003)	  argues	  that	  social	  structures	  (e.g.	  economic	  system,	  educational	  system,	  language)	  define	  a	  
set	  of	  possibilities	  for	  individual	  agents,	  although	  actual	  social	  events	  are	  not	  determined	  completely	  by	  these	  
social	  structures,	  but	  are	  mediated	  by	  social	  practices,	  a	  more	  intermediate	  series	  of	  actions	  such	  as	  financial	  
market	  trading,	  teaching,	  and	  “orders	  of	  discourse”	  (p.	  24).	  	  Social	  structures,	  social	  practices	  and	  social	  events	  




and	  individual	  free	  choice.	  	  By	  expanding	  management	  capacity	  to	  encourage	  commercial	  
flows	  of	  external	  resources	  (patent	  and	  copyright	  offices,	  teaching	  technologies,	  student	  
marketing	  structures	  and	  university-­‐business	  partnerships	  to	  expand	  research	  infrastructure	  
for	  the	  knowledge	  economy)	  and	  lower	  teaching	  costs,	  universities	  both	  in	  Australia	  and	  
elsewhere	  have	  been	  theorised	  as	  undergoing	  a	  shift	  from	  a	  “public	  good/knowledge	  
regime	  to	  an	  academic	  capitalist/learning	  regime”	  (Slaughter	  &	  Rhoades,	  2004,	  pp.	  1-­‐15).	  	  
As	  the	  intended	  audience	  for	  AUCEA’s	  Position	  Paper	  includes	  state	  and	  federal	  
governments,	  universities,	  industry	  and	  others,	  one	  can	  expect	  that	  the	  construction	  of	  UCE	  
to	  conform	  in	  some	  ways	  to	  these	  prevailing	  neoliberal	  orthodoxies.	  	  	  
	   Yet	  as	  Rizvi	  and	  Lingard	  (2011)	  also	  point	  out,	  within	  liberal	  democracies	  such	  as	  
Australia,	  educational	  policy	  statements	  will	  rarely	  completely	  discard	  other	  more	  social	  
values	  such	  as	  equity,	  social	  justice	  and	  environmental	  sustainability	  (p.	  10).	  Instead,	  
educational	  policy	  texts	  will	  seek	  to	  stitch	  together	  the	  neoliberal	  values	  of	  efficiency	  and	  
liberty	  with	  the	  more	  social	  democratic	  values	  of	  equity	  and	  community	  in	  an	  act	  of	  
“assemblage”,	  so	  that	  these	  social	  values	  are	  reconstructed	  to	  be	  in	  service	  of	  the	  neoliberal	  
values	  (ibid).	  	  	  The	  resulting	  “assemblage”	  of	  policy	  is	  thus	  a	  contextualized	  performance	  of	  
often	  competing	  values	  within	  a	  new	  (relatively)	  stable	  and	  consistent	  logic	  (Rizvi	  &	  Lingard,	  
2011,	  p.	  20).	  	  Again,	  one	  might	  expect	  the	  AUCEA	  policy	  on	  UCE	  to	  give	  expression	  to	  a	  
range	  of	  potentially	  competing	  values	  and	  ends.	  	  This	  critical	  discourse	  analysis	  will	  assist	  in	  
determining	  how	  	  this	  “assemblage”	  of	  values	  positions	  the	  claims	  of	  less	  powerful	  
community	  voices,	  which	  might	  stand	  to	  gain	  through	  collaborations	  with	  universities	  to	  
develop	  social	  and	  cultural	  capital,	  in	  relation	  to	  commercial	  values	  and	  ends	  to	  university-­‐
community	  engagement.	  	  	  
	   Background	  to	  the	  Text	  	  	  
	   AUCEA	  defines	  itself	  as:	  
...a	  not-­‐for-­‐profit	  organisation	  committed	  to	  fostering	  university-­‐community	  
engagement	  throughout	  Australia	  and	  the	  Asia	  Pacific	  region.	  	  We	  aim	  to	  achieve	  
excellence	  in	  university-­‐community	  engaged	  teaching	  and	  research,	  to	  further	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develop	  communities,	  and	  to	  shape	  our	  future	  citizens	  by	  working	  together	  –	  within	  
and	  outside	  the	  higher	  education	  sector.2	  	  
In	  2004	  the	  Federal	  government	  funded	  the	  AUCEA	  $200,000	  to	  continue	  its	  work	  of	  
disseminating	  best	  practice	  engagement	  initiatives	  within	  Australian	  Higher	  Education.	  	  In	  
2005	  the	  AUCEA	  established	  its	  Australian	  (now	  Australasian)	  Journal	  of	  University	  
Community	  Engagement,	  a	  peer-­‐reviewed	  	  journal	  focusing	  upon	  UCE	  “in	  terms	  of	  social,	  
environmental,	  economic	  and	  cultural	  development”,	  as	  well	  as	  the	  “scholarship	  of	  
community	  engagement”	  in	  higher	  education	  (Bowman	  &	  Murphy,	  2005).	  	  AUCEA	  continues	  
to	  convene	  a	  yearly	  international	  conference	  on	  university-­‐community	  engagement,	  and	  has	  
established	  itself	  as	  the	  advocacy	  body	  in	  Australia	  most	  identified	  with	  the	  international	  
university-­‐community	  engagement	  movement.	  	  It	  has	  national	  partner	  support	  from	  
Universities	  Australia,	  the	  peak	  advocacy	  bodies	  for	  Universities,	  and	  the	  Business/Higher	  
Education	  Round	  Table,	  an	  organisation	  which	  seeks	  to	  “strengthen	  the	  relationship	  
between	  business	  and	  higher	  education”3.	  
	   The	  text	  for	  analysis	  is	  a	  “Position	  Paper”	  from	  March,	  2008,	  and	  sets	  out	  the	  
organisation’s	  self-­‐understanding	  and	  mission	  to	  educate	  and	  advocate	  for	  UCE	  (Australian	  
Universities	  Community	  Engagement	  Alliance,	  2008).	  	  The	  text	  is	  a	  purposive	  
communication	  to	  government,	  the	  higher	  education	  sector,	  and	  the	  "community".	  	  The	  
document	  is	  a	  collaborative	  effort,	  representing	  the	  work	  of	  a	  number	  of	  academics	  from	  a	  
number	  of	  Australian	  universities4,	  and	  explicitly	  situates	  itself	  within	  other	  international	  
efforts	  to	  accomplish	  similar	  goals;	  a	  movement	  to	  "transform	  higher	  education	  capacity"	  
(p.	  1).	  	  	  The	  "Position	  Paper"	  comprises	  description	  (describing	  UCE),	  explanation	  (analysis	  of	  
UCE’s	  importance),	  but	  primarily	  advocacy	  (for	  UCE's	  funding).	  	  The	  text	  reflects	  a	  strategic	  
genre	  marked	  by	  an	  instrumental	  rationality	  and	  a	  generalized,	  highly	  abstract	  description	  
of	  processes.	  	  As	  an	  advocacy	  text,	  persuasion	  is	  more	  important	  than	  exposition,	  and	  so	  the	  
text	  is	  likely	  directed	  towards	  “getting	  people	  to	  act	  in	  certain	  ways	  on	  the	  basis	  of	  
representations	  of	  what	  it	  is"	  (Fairclough,	  2003,	  p.	  96).	  	  	  	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
2	  Creamer,	  P.	  (2011).	  Welcome	  to	  AUCEA	  from	  the	  Chair.	  	  Retrieved	  from	  http://www.aucea.org.au/	  June	  7,	  
2011.	  
	  
3	  http://www.aucea.org.au/about/collaborating-­‐partners	  retrieved	  June	  7,	  2011,	  and	  http://www.bhert.com/,	  
retrieved	  June	  7,	  2011.	  
4	  At	  the	  time	  of	  writing	  AUCEA’s	  membership	  included	  Australian	  25	  universities.	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   Constructing	  the	  Problem	  
	   To	  construct	  the	  argument	  for	  UCE,	  the	  AUCEA	  text	  manifests	  a	  “higher-­‐level	  
semantic”	  of	  the	  problem-­‐solution	  relation	  (Fairclough,	  2003,	  p.	  91).	  	  The	  problem	  and	  
solution	  are	  constructed	  in	  the	  opening	  paragraph	  as	  follows:	  
1) Universities	  in	  Australia	  and	  throughout	  the	  World	  are	  not,	  or	  have	  not	  been,	  
adequately	  addressing	  “critical	  issues	  and	  conditions	  that	  shape	  our	  future,	  locally	  
and	  globally”,	  issues	  that	  are	  “essential	  for	  Australia’s	  economic	  and	  social	  future”,	  
and	  “national	  issues	  and	  priorities”.	  	  	  	  
2) Australian	  Universities	  are	  not	  diverse	  enough	  to	  meet	  these	  priorities	  
3) Australian	  universities	  need	  increased	  “research	  productivity”	  and	  enhanced	  
“student	  learning	  outcomes”	  
4) Other	  countries	  have	  got	  strategic	  UCE	  plans,	  and	  Australia	  does	  not.	  
The	  solution	  to	  this	  problem	  construction	  can	  be	  seen	  in	  the	  final	  sentence	  of	  the	  paragraph	  
14):	  “A	  national	  policy	  to	  support	  community	  engagement	  across	  [Australia’s]	  higher	  
education	  sector”	  to	  “direct[ing]	  the	  energy	  of	  teaching	  and	  research	  activities	  towards	  
critical	  issues	  and	  conditions”.	  	  Interestingly,	  the	  text	  does	  not	  explicitly	  refer	  to	  what	  these	  
“critical	  issues”	  and	  “national	  priorities”	  are.	  	  They	  have	  to	  be	  inferred	  from	  external	  texts	  
and	  the	  AUCEA’s	  implicit,	  apriori	  assumptions.	  	  	  
Intertexuality	  
	   Fairclough	  (2003,	  p.	  17)	  notes	  critical	  discourse	  analysis	  involves	  paying	  careful	  
attention	  to	  the	  process	  of	  “intertexuality”,	  or	  the	  way	  other	  external	  texts	  and	  voices	  are	  
drawn	  into	  the	  text	  under	  consideration,	  either	  explicitly	  or	  implicitly.	  	  These	  external	  texts	  
become	  signifiers	  within	  the	  text	  (or	  in	  absentia)	  of	  the	  ideologies	  and	  assumptions	  the	  text	  
bears.	  	  The	  only	  external	  text	  explicitly	  referred	  to	  is	  “Gibbons	  et	  al.,	  1994”	  (p.	  2):	  that	  is,	  a	  
text	  entitled	  “The	  new	  production	  of	  knowledge:	  the	  dynamics	  of	  science	  and	  research	  in	  
contemporary	  societies”	  (Gibbons	  et	  al.,	  1994).	  The	  Gibbons’	  text	  represents	  a	  discourse	  on	  
the	  new	  conditions	  for	  knowledge	  generation	  and	  dissemination	  wrought	  by	  globalisation,	  
such	  as	  new	  research	  capabilities	  within	  government	  and	  industry	  as	  well	  as	  within	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universities.	  Gibbons	  and	  his	  colleagues	  coined	  the	  phrase	  “Mode	  2”	  knowledge	  production	  
to	  describe	  this	  context-­‐driven,	  problem-­‐focused	  and	  transdisciplinary	  knowledge	  
generating	  process.	  	  	  The	  reference	  to	  Gibbons	  also	  evokes	  the	  concept	  of	  the	  “Triple	  Helix”	  
of	  nation	  state,	  academic	  and	  industry	  partnerships	  (Etzkowitz	  &	  Leydesdorff,	  2000,	  p.	  111)	  
in	  the	  development	  of	  new	  technologies	  and	  knowledge	  innovation.	  	  Melbourne	  University,	  
for	  instance,	  a	  member	  institution	  of	  AUCEA,	  has	  modelled	  its	  schema	  of	  research,	  teaching	  
and	  engagement	  after	  this	  Triple	  Helix	  model.	  	  	  
	   What	  is	  clear	  in	  this	  discourse	  is	  the	  role	  that	  the	  private	  sector	  plays	  within	  
knowledge	  generation,	  and	  the	  supporting	  roles	  governments	  play	  in	  setting	  competitive	  
conditions	  for	  the	  university	  sector	  in	  fostering	  this	  kind	  of	  applied	  research.	  	  What	  is	  less	  
clear	  is	  how	  this	  Mode	  2	  research	  impacts	  upon	  social	  justice/social	  inclusion	  processes	  and	  
outcomes.	  	  The	  voices	  or	  texts	  of	  civil	  society	  –	  non-­‐governmental	  and	  non-­‐corporate	  voices	  
–	  are	  noticeably	  absent.	  	  By	  favourably	  and	  explicitly	  invoking	  only	  one	  other	  text,	  on	  the	  
new	  conditions	  for	  knowledge	  generation	  wrought	  by	  globalisation,	  ACUEA	  affirms	  the	  
concerns	  of	  industry	  for	  universities	  to	  work	  with	  them	  to	  produce	  “opportunity”	  and	  
“demand	  driven”	  (50-­‐51)	  research	  outcomes.	  	  	  
	   The	  ACUEA	  Position	  Paper’s	  meanings	  become	  apparent	  through	  the	  implicit	  
invocation	  of	  other	  texts.	  	  	  From	  where	  does	  the	  moral	  imperative	  come	  that	  UCE	  be	  a	  “core	  
responsibility”	  (2)	  of	  higher	  education?	  	  The	  phrase	  “core	  responsibility”	  is	  borrowed	  from	  
the	  Association	  of	  Commonwealth	  Universities’	  volume,	  “The	  Idea	  of	  Engagement”	  
(Bjarnason	  &	  Coldstream,	  2003).	  	  In	  their	  consultation	  document,	  “Engagement	  as	  a	  Core	  
Value	  for	  the	  University”	  (Bjarnason	  &	  Coldstream,	  2003),	  the	  ACU	  sets	  out	  engagement	  as	  
both	  a	  necessary	  strategy	  to	  defend	  the	  university’s	  historical	  freedoms	  in	  the	  
contemporary	  era	  and	  an	  opportunity	  to	  demonstrate	  the	  university’s	  utility	  to	  a	  wide	  range	  
of	  both	  public	  and	  private	  stakeholders.	  	  The	  mandates	  of	  the	  global	  “knowledge	  economy”,	  
new	  modes	  of	  public-­‐private,	  cross-­‐institutional	  and	  interdisciplinary	  knowledge	  generation	  
mean	  that	  universities	  no	  longer	  get	  to	  define	  their	  own	  missions,	  purposes	  or	  futures	  for	  
themselves.	  	  When	  AUCEA	  proposes	  engagement	  as	  a	  core	  responsibility,	  it	  assumes	  that	  
universities	  can	  and	  should	  make	  a	  contribution	  to	  Australia’s	  economic	  and	  social	  
development,	  but	  it	  also	  assumes	  that	  for	  universities	  not	  to	  proactively	  do	  so	  places	  risks	  
upon	  their	  ongoing	  financial	  security	  and	  social	  relevance.	  	  Engagement	  in	  this	  sense	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becomes	  a	  case	  of	  enlightened	  self-­‐interest,	  and	  the	  core	  responsibility	  of	  engagement	  is	  
directed	  more	  self-­‐referentially	  to	  universities	  than	  to	  their	  more	  idealistic	  contribution,	  for	  
instance,	  to	  a	  democratic	  and	  just	  society.	  	  That	  engagement	  practices	  may	  lead	  to	  the	  
“enhancement	  of	  a	  knowing	  and	  active	  citizenry	  that	  can	  create	  a	  greater	  sense	  of	  
corporate	  and	  community	  responsibility	  and	  thus,	  the	  common	  good”,	  “social	  cohesion	  and	  
social	  change”,	  a	  raising	  of	  “overall	  levels	  of	  educational	  attainment”,	  and	  the	  generation	  of	  
“informed	  debate	  on	  issues	  of	  significance	  to	  quality	  of	  life”	  (p.	  2)	  are	  welcome	  benefits	  to	  
the	  engagement	  process,	  but	  arguably	  not	  its	  primary	  rationale.	  	  	  
	   What	  are	  these	  “critical	  issues	  and	  conditions”,	  and	  “national	  priorities”	  that	  ACUEA	  
claims	  universities	  are	  to	  direct	  their	  energies	  towards?	  (p.	  1).	  	  The	  AUCEA	  authors	  seem	  to	  
be	  evoking	  the	  December	  2002	  statement	  of	  Australia’s	  National	  Research	  Priorities	  –	  an	  
environmentally	  sustainable	  Australia,	  promoting	  and	  maintaining	  good	  health,	  frontier	  
technologies	  for	  building	  and	  transforming	  Australian	  industries,	  and	  safeguarding	  
Australia.5	  	  For	  instance,	  a	  goal	  of	  Priority	  2,	  on	  health,	  is	  “strengthening	  Australia’s	  Social	  
and	  economic	  fabric”,	  while	  AUCEA	  articulates	  engagement	  as	  “essential	  for	  Australia’s	  
economic	  and	  social	  future”	  (p.	  2).	  	  	  When	  AUCEA	  describes	  the	  “direct	  and	  quantifiable	  
benefits”	  accruing	  via	  engagement	  led	  “discovery	  of	  innovative	  interventions,	  programs,	  
policies,	  and	  practices	  that	  improve	  outcomes	  related	  to	  health,	  safety,	  education,	  social	  
cohesion,	  environmental	  sustainability,	  and	  civic	  engagement”	  (p.	  2),	  it	  seems	  to	  have	  these	  
nationally	  prescribed	  research	  priorities	  squarely	  in	  view.	  	   	  
 The	  historical	  context	  for	  these	  national	  research	  priorities	  is	  significant,	  arising	  as	  
they	  do	  in	  the	  aftermath	  of	  “9-­‐11”	  and	  the	  determination	  from	  national	  policy	  makers	  to	  
make	  sure	  Australia	  is	  “safe	  from	  terrorism”.	  	  Within	  the	  context	  of	  a	  profoundly	  neoliberal	  
policy	  environment	  and	  government6,	  these	  ostensibly	  social	  outcomes	  for	  research	  are	  
conceptualised	  primarily	  as	  cost	  saving	  investments,	  rather	  than	  contributions	  towards	  a	  
just	  society.	  	  This	  neoliberal	  framing	  for	  public	  policy	  will	  be	  returned	  to	  below.	  	  	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
5	  http://www.dest.gov.au/NR/rdonlyres/AF4621AA-­‐9F10-­‐4752-­‐A26F-­‐
580EDFC644F2/2846/goals.pdf,	  accessed	  June	  7,	  2011	  
6	  The	  neoliberal	  policy	  frame	  can	  be	  seen	  to	  be	  developed	  in	  the	  Dawkins	  reviews	  of	  higher	  




	   The	  problem	  and	  the	  solution	  the	  ACUEA	  text	  constructs	  is	  thus	  informed	  by	  other	  
external	  texts	  and	  assumptions:	  Australia’s	  research	  priorities;	  engaged	  research	  as	  a	  Mode	  
2,	  applied,	  transdisciplinary	  and	  problem-­‐based	  methodology	  open	  to	  industry	  and	  
government;	  the	  “core	  responsibility”	  for	  universities	  to	  secure	  social	  relevance	  and	  
financial	  security	  through	  socially	  directed	  activity;	  	  and	  the	  Australian	  government’s	  own	  
neoliberal	  construction	  of	  the	  purposes	  of	  higher	  education	  as	  serving	  the	  needs	  of	  
Australia’s	  economic	  future	  in	  a	  globalising	  world.	  	  In	  summary,	  the	  construction	  of	  the	  
problem	  sees	  universities	  not	  sufficiently	  engaged	  with	  Australia’s	  future	  economic	  and	  
social	  needs,	  while	  the	  proposed	  solution	  of	  a	  national	  UCE	  plan	  is	  geared	  towards	  a	  
strategic	  outcome:	  government	  funding	  for	  UCE.	  	  How	  does	  this	  construction	  of	  the	  problem	  
and	  solution	  include	  marginalised	  communities	  and	  voices,	  and	  their	  desires,	  needs	  and	  
aspirations?	  
	   The	  Semantic	  Constructions	  of	  Difference	  and	  Equivalence	  
	   The	  work	  of	  political	  hegemony	  involves	  in	  part	  a	  series	  of	  social	  classifications	  of	  
processes,	  events	  and	  actors	  through	  the	  simultaneous	  designations	  of	  a	  logic	  of	  
equivalence	  and	  a	  logic	  of	  difference	  (Laclau	  &	  Mouffe,	  1985).	  	  Fairclough	  (2003)	  sees	  these	  
logics	  of	  equivalence	  and	  difference	  operating	  within	  semantic	  relations,	  and	  argues	  their	  
explication	  through	  CDA	  can	  provide	  clues	  to	  larger	  political	  and	  social	  processes	  of	  
inclusion	  and	  exclusion	  (p.	  88,	  100-­‐103).	  	  
	   Burrowing	  down	  further	  into	  the	  semantic	  relations	  manifested	  between	  clauses	  and	  
sentences,	  one	  can	  see	  the	  AUCEA	  text	  as	  establishing	  a	  series	  of	  equivalences	  and	  
differences.	  	  The	  construction	  of	  difference	  in	  the	  AUCEA	  text	  proceeds	  via	  a	  series	  of	  
sustained	  contrastive/concessive	  semantic	  relations,	  which	  collectively	  structure	  the	  
argument	  for	  engagement	  over	  and	  against	  “community	  service”.	  	  	  These	  patterns	  can	  be	  
demonstrated	  via	  two	  columns:	  one	  refers	  to	  the	  older/more	  traditional	  university	  
conception/practice	  of	  outreach	  to	  community,	  the	  other	  the	  new,	  valorized	  UCE	  (Table	  1.).	  	  
This	  texturing	  of	  difference	  marks	  the	  process	  of	  classification	  of	  engaged	  and	  non-­‐engaged	  




The	  sustained	  demarcation	  between	  traditional	  university	  practices	  and	  the	  newer	  
community	  engagement	  continues	  with	  a	  series	  of	  implied	  contrasts	  and	  concessions,	  
occurring	  within	  the	  text	  without	  explicit	  contrastive	  or	  concessive	  markers	  (e.g.,	  not,	  but,	  
instead,	  etc.).	  	  It	  describes	  research	  in	  the	  new	  paradigm	  as	  follows:	  
Typically,	  engaged	  research	  brings	  more	  than	  one	  discipline	  to	  bear	  on	  a	  problem.	  
Therefore,	  engaged	  research	  activities	  are	  often	  transdisciplinary	  (using	  the	  many	  
disciplines	  in	  the	  context	  of	  application),	  opportunity-­‐driven	  and	  demand-­‐driven	  
(Gibbons	  et	  al.,	  1994).	  Engagement	  often	  leads	  to	  intra-­‐	  and	  inter-­‐institutional	  
collaboration,	  thus	  enhancing	  the	  overall	  capacity	  of	  higher	  education	  to	  contribute	  
to	  community,	  state,	  and	  national	  objectives.	  (p.	  2)	  
The	  implication	  is	  that	  traditional	  research	  practices	  have	  been	  disciplinary	  based,	  	  
non-­‐collaborative,	  and	  unrelated	  to	  community,	  state	  and	  national	  objectives.	  	  	  
	   To	  construct	  a	  compelling	  argument	  for	  university-­‐	  community	  engagement,	  the	  
AUCEA	  draws	  a	  clear	  dividing	  line	  between	  “service”	  and	  “engagement”.	  As	  someone	  with	  
experience	  in	  UCE,	  particularly	  that	  directed	  towards	  social	  justice	  ends,	  my	  point	  in	  
highlighting	  this	  construction	  of	  difference	  is	  not	  to	  argue	  with	  the	  veracity	  of	  the	  text’s	  
claims,	  but	  rather	  to	  analyse	  how	  this	  construction	  of	  difference	  also	  has	  as	  its	  corollary	  
within	  the	  text	  a	  sustained	  construction	  of	  semantic	  equivalence.	  	   
This	  semantic	  structuring	  of	  equivalence	  is	  accomplished	  in	  the	  text	  through	  the	  
“list”.	  For	  Fairclough	  (2003,	  p.	  100-­‐102),	  entities	  are	  often	  made	  equivalent	  at	  a	  semantic	  
level	  in	  a	  text	  though	  their	  inclusion	  in	  lists.	  	  The	  text	  defines	  community	  engagement	  as	  
follows:	  
Community	  engagement	  is	  a	  specific	  method	  for	  academic	  research	  and	  teaching	  
that	  necessarily	  involves	  external	  communities	  (business,	  industry,	  schools,	  
governments,	  non-­‐governmental	  organisations,	  associations,	  indigenous	  and	  ethnic	  
communities,	  and	  the	  general	  public)	  in	  collaborative	  activities	  that	  address	  
community	  needs	  and	  opportunities	  while	  also	  enriching	  the	  teaching,	  learning	  and	  
research	  objectives	  of	  the	  university.	  (p.	  1;	  my	  italics) 
The	  list	  works	  in	  this	  text	  to	  collapse	  the	  differences	  between	  business,	  industry,	  schools,	  
governments,	  non-­‐governmental	  organisations,	  associations,	  indigenous	  and	  ethnic	  
communities,	  and	  the	  general	  public	  and	  subsume	  them	  under	  the	  term	  "community".	  	  The	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implication	  is	  that	  each	  of	  these	  classes	  of	  communities	  will	  benefit	  equally	  from	  community	  
engagement	  by	  universities.	  	  The	  differences	  between	  Universities	  themselves	  (regional,	  
technological,	  etc.)	  are	  also	  flattened	  out,	  with	  the	  implication	  that	  each	  and	  every	  
university	  can	  benefit	  equally	  from	  UCE.	  	  This	  latter	  point	  is	  complicated	  	  in	  the	  text,	  
however,	  with	  the	  concurrent	  argument	  that	  universities	  will	  benefit	  from	  UCE	  by	  becoming	  
different	  from	  one	  another,	  as	  they	  more	  intentionally	  take	  on	  the	  needs,	  aspirations	  and	  
character	  of	  their	  host	  communities.	  	  Will	  universities	  benefit	  equally	  through	  engagement,	  
regardless	  of	  their	  communities’	  needs,	  or	  because	  of	  them?	   	  
	   The	  second	  time	  this	  list	  of	  so	  called	  “community	  partners”	  appears	  it	  does	  so	  
through	  the	  semantic	  act	  of	  hyponymy,	  or	  the	  establishment	  of	  a	  series	  of	  meaning	  
inclusions.	  	  The	  text	  claims	  that	  engaged	  research	  has	  beneficial	  outcomes	  as	  follows:	  
Engaged	  research	  may	  result	  in	  knowledge	  transfer	  and	  exchange	  
in...commercialisation	  of	  intellectual	  property,	  the	  establishment	  or	  improvement	  of	  
businesses	  or	  non-­‐governmental	  organisations,	  the	  design	  of	  new	  and	  effective	  
interventions	  or	  public	  policies,	  or	  other	  joint	  venture	  activity	  between	  universities	  
and	  community	  partners.	  (p.	  1;	  my	  italics) 
The	  act	  of	  hyponymy	  sees	  “commercialisation	  of	  intellectual	  property”	  as	  an	  elaboration	  of	  
“industry”,	  “the	  establishment	  or	  improvement	  of	  businesses	  or	  non-­‐governmental	  
organisations”	  as	  an	  elaboration	  of	  “business”	  and	  “non-­‐governmental	  organisations”,	  “the	  
design	  of	  new	  and	  effective	  interventions	  or	  public	  policies”	  as	  an	  elaboration	  of	  
“governments”	  and	  “other	  joint	  venture	  activities”	  as	  an	  elaboration	  of	  “schools,	  
associations,	  indigenous	  and	  ethnic	  communities,	  and	  the	  general	  public”.	  	  	  In	  other	  words,	  
the	  outcomes	  of	  engaged	  research	  correspond	  with	  and	  flow	  from	  the	  preceding	  list	  of	  
community	  partners.	  	  	  
	   Significantly,	  however,	  the	  order	  changes:	  it	  is	  now	  industry,	  business,	  non-­‐
governmental	  organisations,	  governments	  and	  “other”	  partners.	  	  Schools,	  indigenous	  and	  
ethnic	  communities	  and	  the	  general	  public	  now	  become	  subsumed	  under	  the	  “other”	  
category.	  	  They	  have	  become	  “othered”	  by	  the	  semantic	  function	  performed	  by	  the	  list.	  	  The	  
semantic	  structuring	  of	  equivalence	  abstracts	  from	  questions	  of	  power,	  competing	  agendas	  
and	  conflicting	  values	  among	  so	  called	  community	  partners	  and	  universities	  to	  achieve	  a	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synthesis	  between	  those	  universities	  and	  the	  (implied)	  needs	  of	  Australia’s	  research	  
priorities,	  as	  defined	  by	  government,	  and	  the	  wider	  globalising	  economy.	  	  In	  doing	  so,	  it	  also	  
deemphasises	  potential	  university	  partners	  from	  schools,	  indigenous	  and	  ethnic	  
communities	  and	  the	  general	  public.	  	  The	  semantic	  construction	  of	  equivalence	  within	  the	  
AUCEA	  text	  denies	  important	  differences	  within	  the	  community,	  and	  also	  among	  
universities,	  and	  thus	  obfuscates	  potentially	  contesting	  agendas,	  aspirations	  and	  ideologies	  
at	  play	  within	  the	  process	  of	  engagement.	  	   
	   Constructing	  Community	  
A	  Critical	  Discourse	  Analysis	  	  of	  a	  policy	  text	  is	  also	  concerned	  with	  how	  social	  events	  and	  
social	  actors	  are	  represented,	  and	  the	  semantic	  construction	  of	  the	  agency	  of	  these	  actors	  
within	  those	  social	  events	  (Fairclough,	  2003,	  pp.	  145-­‐150).	  Within	  the	  AUCEA	  text,	  these	  
community	  groups	  are	  mostly	  impersonalized	  and	  rendered	  passive,	  while	  universities	  are	  
mostly	  represented	  as	  the	  active	  (although	  generic)	  change	  agents.	  	  This	  construction	  
enables	  the	  text	  to	  scale	  up	  the	  claims	  for	  community	  engagement	  beyond	  the	  individual	  
campus	  and	  community	  partner	  to	  the	  regional,	  national	  and	  international	  contexts,	  but	  the	  
semantic	  passivation	  of	  community	  is	  potentially	  problematic.	  	  Are	  community	  partners,	  
especially	  non-­‐profit	  community	  partners,	  truly	  equal	  participants	  in	  engagement	  with	  their	  
own	  voice	  and	  capacity	  to	  shape	  the	  outcomes?	  	  Under	  what	  conditions	  can	  AUCEA,	  as	  an	  
organisation	  primarily	  comprised	  of	  university	  academics,	  speak	  on	  their	  behalf	  to	  
government	  and	  industry?	  	  Have	  community	  based,	  non-­‐profit	  organisations,	  for	  instance,	  
been	  consulted	  in	  the	  preparation	  of	  this	  text?	  	  The	  point	  here	  is	  not	  to	  rule	  out	  the	  
possibility	  of	  mutually	  beneficial	  outcomes	  for	  universities	  and	  marginalised	  communities,	  
but	  to	  emphasise	  that	  UCE	  is	  a	  process	  fraught	  with	  ethical	  considerations,	  especially	  when	  
conducted	  within	  asymmetrical	  economic,	  cultural	  and	  social	  capital,	  and	  therefore	  power	  
relations	  (Sunderland,	  et	  al.,	  2004,	  pp.	  44-­‐47).	  	  	   	  
	   As	  other	  scholars	  have	  noted,	  the	  term	  “community”	  itself	  is	  a	  contested	  term,	  and	  
is	  deployed	  with	  political	  significance	  by	  corporations,	  governments,	  universities	  and	  civic	  
society	  groups	  (Winter,	  Wiseman,	  &	  Muirhead,	  2006,	  pp.	  223-­‐224).	  	  Under	  the	  conditions	  of	  
neoliberal	  globalisation,	  the	  term	  “community”	  can	  be	  seen	  to	  represent	  the	  move	  from	  the	  
struggle	  for	  social	  and	  collective	  rights	  to	  more	  individualistic,	  entrepreneurial	  forms	  of	  civic	  
initiative,	  and	  even	  more	  exclusionary	  forms	  of	  social	  life	  (Everingham,	  2001;	  Kenny,	  2004;	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Rose,	  1999).	  By	  extension,	  and	  despite	  the	  promise	  of	  stimulating	  community	  rejuvenation,	  
UCE	  could	  reproduce	  this	  shift	  away	  from	  more	  movement-­‐based	  activism	  concerned	  with	  
structural	  injustice	  to	  more	  pragmatic	  attempts	  to	  “fix”	  community	  problems.	  	  The	  AUCEA’s	  
abstraction	  of	  “community”	  seems	  prone	  to	  this	  kind	  of	  reproduction	  of	  neoliberal	  ideology,	  
which	  locates	  social	  and	  economic	  deficiencies	  within	  communities	  instead	  of	  within	  wider	  
global	  processes	  involving	  transnational	  corporations,	  international	  policy	  advocacy	  bodies	  
(OECD,	  IMF,	  World	  Bank,	  WTO,	  etc.)	  and	  provincial	  and	  national	  governments.	  	  	  	  	   	  
	   Competing	  Discourses	  
Just	  as	  the	  influential	  Association	  of	  Commonwealth	  Universities	  (2003)	  construal	  of	  
engagement	  (which	  we	  have	  seen	  has	  been	  implicitly	  invoked	  by	  this	  text	  through	  the	  
designation	  of	  engagement	  as	  a	  “core	  responsibility	  for	  universities”)	  can	  be	  interpreted	  as	  
more	  progressive	  conception	  of	  engagement	  than	  that	  proposed	  for	  higher	  education	  by	  
the	  World	  Bank	  or	  the	  World	  Trade	  Organisation7,	  so	  too	  this	  text	  from	  AUCEA	  could	  be	  
ostensibly	  interpreted	  as	  a	  positive	  agenda	  for	  universities	  as	  they	  respond	  more	  
intentionally	  to	  social	  and	  cultural	  issues	  faced	  by	  Australia	  and	  the	  rest	  of	  the	  world.	  	  In	  
fact,	  the	  lexicon	  of	  the	  text	  demonstrates	  what	  could	  be	  broadly	  called	  a	  social	  inclusion	  
discourse,	  as	  well	  as	  a	  more	  particular	  civic	  engagement	  discourse	  drawn	  from	  the	  United	  
States.	  	  	  
A	  social	  inclusion	  discourse,	  generally	  concerned	  with	  affording	  all	  people	  a	  full	  
participation	  in	  the	  economic,	  social,	  and	  political	  life	  of	  society	  (Vinson,	  2009)	  is	  suggested	  
in	  the	  following	  passages:	  
! Engaged	  research	  recognises	  the	  community	  as	  knowledge-­‐rich	  partners;	  the	  
university’s	  research	  capacity	  becomes	  more	  accessible	  as	  a	  resource	  to	  address	  
community	  problems	  or	  aspirations	  (p.	  1)	  
! engaged	  research	  promises	  significant	  social,	  cultural,	  and	  environmental	  
benefits…(p.	  1)	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
7	  Singh	  (2003),	  in	  her	  essay	  responding	  to	  “Engagement	  as	  a	  Core	  Value”	  commends	  the	  ACU	  engagement	  
initiative	  as	  a	  “powerful	  reaffirmation	  of	  the	  broad	  purposes	  of	  higher	  education	  in	  a	  context	  where	  narrow	  
economic	  purposes	  are	  imposing	  their	  dominance”	  (p.	  277).	  	  For	  Singh	  it	  stands	  apart	  from	  other	  international	  
policy	  generating	  institutions	  for	  higher	  education	  such	  as	  the	  World	  Bank	  and	  the	  World	  Trade	  Organisation,	  
which	  together	  seek	  to	  steer	  neoliberal	  economic	  ends	  through	  “conditionalities”	  on	  loans	  to	  more	  vulnerable	  
countries	  and	  generally	  commodify	  education	  as	  a	  service	  under	  international	  trade	  agreements	  (p.	  278).	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! engaged	  research	  activity	  universities	  can	  contribute	  to	  improvements	  in	  community	  
conditions,	  educational	  attainment,	  health	  and	  well-­‐being,	  social	  inclusion	  and	  social	  
capital,	  cultural	  understanding,	  cultural	  expression,	  and	  economic	  growth	  (p.	  1-­‐2)	  
Engaged	  research	  is	  envisaged	  in	  these	  passages	  as	  promising	  positive	  social,	  cultural	  and	  
environmental	  outcomes	  in	  addition	  to	  more	  narrowly	  economic	  objectives,	  and	  positions	  
communities	  as	  knowledgeable	  partners	  in	  the	  process.	  	  	  
	   Other,	  particularly	  American,	  universities	  have	  constructed	  their	  engagement	  
rationales	  according	  to	  a	  civic	  engagement	  discourse,	  in	  which	  a	  primary	  purpose	  for	  
education	  is	  the	  development	  of	  critical,	  politically	  engaged	  citizenry	  (Benson,	  Harkavy,	  &	  
Puckett,	  2007;	  Boyer,	  1996;	  Peters,	  2010).	  	  The	  roots	  of	  this	  discourse	  lie	  in	  the	  egalitarian	  
pragmatism	  of	  John	  Dewey,	  for	  whom	  education	  and	  democracy	  are	  mutually	  dependent	  
(e.g,	  Dewey,	  1916).	  	  In	  the	  ACUEA	  text,	  it	  appears	  in	  the	  discussion	  on	  engaged	  teaching	  and	  
learning,	  which	  are	  presented	  to	  achieve	  the	  followings:	  
! engaged	  teaching	  strategies	  enhance	  student	  retention,	  career	  selection,	  academic	  
performance,	  and	  the	  development	  of	  social	  and	  civic	  responsibility	  (p.	  2)	  
! …social	  cohesion,	  environmental	  sustainability,	  and	  civic	  engagement	  (p.	  3)	  
! ...enhancement	  of	  a	  knowing	  and	  active	  citizenry…(p.	  2).	  	  (Emphasis	  added).	  	  
This	  discourse	  of	  civic	  engagement	  is	  added	  to	  the	  social	  inclusion	  discourse	  as	  a	  way	  of	  
acknowledging	  the	  personal	  and	  social	  benefits	  to	  the	  engagement	  process	  for	  universities	  
and	  for	  the	  wider	  society.	  
	   The	  neoliberal	  discourse	  comes	  to	  higher	  education	  in	  Australia	  via	  a	  mediating	  “new	  
public	  managerialism”	  discourse	  Clarke	  and	  Newman,	  1997,	  as	  cited	  in	  Lingard,	  2010,	  p.	  10)	  
emphasising	  cost	  efficiencies,	  market	  styled	  allocation	  strategies,	  and	  individual	  free	  choice,	  
as	  well	  from	  as	  a	  more	  British/European	  “regional	  engagement”	  (Garlick	  2000).	  A	  lexical	  
analysis	  points	  to	  these	  key	  words	  and	  phrases:	  
• Research	  productivity	  and	  student	  outcomes	  	  
• knowledge	  outcomes	  and	  products	  that	  are	  valuable	  assets	  	  
• stakeholders	  	  
• knowledge	  transfer	  	  
• commercialisation	  of	  intellectual	  property	  	  
• economically	  quantifiable	  benefits	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• opportunity	  and	  demand	  driven	  knowledge	  (all	  p.	  1)	  	  
• community	  labour	  market	  needs	  (p.	  2)	  
• external	  knowledge	  partnerships	  open	  up	  new	  research	  opportunities	  and	  
new	  funding	  sources	  (p.	  3).	  
The	  key	  influence	  of	  neoliberalism	  upon	  higher	  education	  is	  the	  constraining	  of	  its	  purposes	  
according	  to	  a	  narrow	  economic	  rationalism	  which	  demands	  universities	  contribute	  to	  the	  
international	  competitiveness	  of	  national	  and	  regional	  economies	  by	  generating	  human	  
capital	  and	  by	  commercializing	  knowledge.	  At	  best,	  other	  more	  social	  and	  cultural	  aims	  and	  
outcomes	  for	  higher	  education	  merely	  serve	  as	  contributing	  conditions	  for	  the	  achievement	  
of	  this	  global	  economic	  competitiveness,	  and	  the	  development	  of	  new	  knowledge	  workers	  
for	  the	  global	  economy	  (OECD,	  2007,	  p.	  11).	  Students	  become	  consumers	  of	  educational	  
products	  (and	  services),	  and	  simply	  another	  “stakeholder”	  for	  the	  university	  to	  manage.	  	  
Community	  partnerships	  under	  neoliberalism	  become	  more	  transactionally	  based,	  serving	  
narrower	  self-­‐interest	  (Butcher,	  Bezzina,	  &	  Moran,	  2011;	  Clayton,	  Bringle,	  Senor,	  Huq,	  &	  
Morrison,	  2010).	  	  	  	  
	   University-­‐Community	  Engagement	  as	  a	  hybrid-­‐discourse	  
How	  are	  these	  discourses	  of	  neoliberalism,	  social	  inclusion	  and	  civic	  engagement	  assembled	  
together	  into	  a	  coherent,	  university-­‐community	  hybrid-­‐discourse	  within	  the	  AUCEA	  text?	  	  
There	  are	  three	  semantic	  constructions	  operating,	  working	  both	  to	  “suture”	  together	  these	  
otherwise	  competing	  ideological	  positionings,	  and	  to	  subtly	  reinforce	  the	  dominant	  
neoliberal	  ideology.	  	  	  
First,	  we	  return	  to	  the	  list,	  which	  as	  Fairclough	  (2003)	  notes,	  “works	  together	  into	  a	  
relation	  of	  equivalence	  expressions	  which	  emanate	  from	  and	  evoke	  different	  
discourses…effecting	  the	  combination	  of	  discourses	  which	  constitute	  the	  new	  discourse”	  (p.	  
125).	  	  I	  propose	  here	  we	  have	  a	  texturing	  of	  competing	  discourses	  into	  a	  hybrid	  university-­‐
community	  engagement	  discourse	  that	  promises	  benefits	  across	  the	  range	  of	  universities	  
and	  community	  partners.	  	  One	  can	  read	  all	  discourses	  operating	  within	  the	  following	  
selection	  of	  text:	  
	   Engagement	  makes	  the	  knowledge	  resources	  of	  universities	  accessible	  to	  
	   communities	  in	  ways	  that	  can	  benefit	  social,	  economic,	  environmental	  and	  
	   cultural	  capacity	  and	  conditions.	  This	  enhancement	  of	  a	  knowing	  and	  active	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   citizenry	  can	  create	  a	  greater	  sense	  of	  corporate	  and	  community	  
	   responsibility	  and	  thus,	  the	  common	  good.	  (p.	  2)	  
The	  text	  forges	  a	  new	  consensus	  of	  interest	  in	  UCE,	  as	  its	  benefits	  are	  widely	  and	  
equally	  distributed	  across	  the	  economic,	  social,	  environmental	  and	  cultural	  dimensions	  of	  a	  
community’s	  life.	  	  	  
	   Yet	  despite	  the	  constructed	  equivalence	  between	  neoliberal,	  social	  inclusion	  and	  
civic	  engagement	  discourses	  performed	  through	  the	  text’s	  listing,	  on	  closer	  analysis	  there	  
appears	  a	  hierarchalisation	  of	  discourses	  within	  the	  new	  hybrid	  discourse.	  	  The	  social	  
inclusion	  and	  civic	  engagement	  discourses	  serve	  the	  master-­‐discourse	  of	  neoliberalism.	  	  In	  
nearly	  all	  cases,	  when	  the	  benefits	  of	  engagement	  are	  listed,	  they	  name	  economic	  outcomes	  
first,	  and	  only	  secondarily	  include	  social,	  cultural	  and	  environmental	  outcomes.	  	  These	  
outcomes	  clearly	  rank	  the	  beneficiaries	  of	  engagement	  as	  industry	  and	  business	  as	  primary,	  
and	  governments	  and	  other	  non-­‐governmental	  organisations	  as	  of	  secondary	  importance.	  	  	  I	  
have	  italicised	  these	  rankings	  within	  the	  listings	  below:	  
! Engaged	  universities	  are	  essential	  for	  Australia’s	  economic	  and	  social	  future	  (3)	  
! …external	  communities	  (business,	  industry,	  schools,	  governments,	  non-­‐
governmental	  organisations,	  associations,	  indigenous	  and	  ethnic	  communities,	  
and	  the	  general	  public)(18-­‐19)	  
! Knowledge	  transfer	  and	  exchange:	  	  including	  the	  commercialisation	  of	  
intellectual	  property,	  the	  establishment	  or	  improvement	  of	  businesses	  or	  non-­‐
governmental	  organisations,	  the	  design	  of	  new	  and	  effective	  interventions	  or	  
public	  policies,	  or	  other	  joint	  venture	  activity	  between	  universities	  and	  
community	  partners	  (33-­‐37).	  
	  
Note	  the	  order	  of	  the	  lists:	  economic,	  the	  social;	  business	  and	  industry,	  then	  other;	  
commercialisation	  of	  intellectual	  property,	  improvement	  of	  business,	  then	  other	  processes	  
with	  government	  and	  non-­‐government	  organisations.	  	  	  
The	  text	  then	  immediately	  seems	  to	  qualify	  this	  bias	  towards	  the	  commercial	  
outcomes	  to	  the	  engagement	  process	  as	  follows:	  
Just	  as	  importantly,	  engaged	  research	  promises	  significant	  social,	  cultural,	  and	  
environmental	  benefits,	  many	  of	  which	  are	  economically	  quantifiable.	  
Through	  engaged	  research	  activity	  universities	  can	  contribute	  to	  improvements	  
in	  community	  conditions,	  educational	  attainment,	  health	  and	  well-­‐being,	  social	  
inclusion	  and	  social	  capital,	  cultural	  understanding,	  cultural	  expression,	  and	  




The	  phrase,	  “just	  as	  importantly”	  is	  ambiguous.	  	  On	  the	  one	  hand	  it	  seems	  to	  connect	  the	  
social,	  cultural	  and	  environmental	  benefits	  to	  engagement	  with	  the	  preceding	  commercial	  
outcomes	  (despite	  the	  fact	  that	  a	  separate	  paragraph	  is	  deemed	  necessary	  for	  this	  purpose,	  
thereby	  relegating	  these	  benefits	  clearly	  as	  a	  second	  priority).	  	  Yet	  the	  qualifying	  clause	  
“many	  of	  which	  are	  economically	  quantifiable”	  reveals	  the	  master,	  controlling	  discourse	  
within	  the	  text.	  	  These	  social/cultural/environmental	  benefits	  are	  only	  as	  valuable	  to	  the	  
engagement	  process	  as	  the	  other	  business	  and	  commercial	  benefits	  if	  they	  can	  be	  shown	  to	  
be	  “economically	  quantifiable”.	  	  This	  is	  the	  neoliberal	  discourse:	  universities	  demonstrate	  
their	  utility	  within	  the	  global	  economy	  through	  the	  production	  of	  economically	  quantifiable	  
knowledge	  and	  associated	  products.	  	  Thus	  although	  the	  term	  “economic	  growth”	  appears	  
last	  on	  this	  paragraph’s	  list	  of	  benefits	  of	  engagement,	  its	  status	  is	  nonetheless	  secured.	  	  	  	  	  
Modality	  	  
	   The	  preeminence	  of	  the	  neoliberal	  discourse	  within	  the	  AUCEA	  text	  also	  becomes	  
apparent	  when	  analysis	  is	  focused	  upon	  its	  modality	  markers,	  or	  what	  the	  text’s	  authors	  
commit	  themselves	  to	  in	  terms	  of	  truth	  and	  necessity	  (Fairclough,	  2003,	  p.	  219).	  Explicitly	  
modalized	  forms	  appear	  often	  as	  modal	  verbs,	  such	  as	  “may”,	  “could”,	  “might”,	  “will”	  etc.,	  
and	  can	  be	  understood	  as	  situated	  between	  assertion	  and	  denial,	  thus	  conveying	  varying	  
degrees	  of	  commitment	  to	  truth	  and	  necessity	  (ibid.).	  	  Modality	  is	  either	  epistemic	  (relating	  
to	  commitment	  to	  truth)	  or	  deontic	  (relating	  to	  degrees	  of	  commitment	  to	  necessity	  and	  
obligation).	  	  	  
	  	   Within	  its	  first	  paragraph,	  the	  AUCEA	  text	  is	  marked	  by	  categorical	  modalization	  
(assertion),	  a	  high	  commitment	  to	  truth,	  and	  a	  high	  degree	  of	  obligation	  (deontic).	  	  Its	  
grammatical	  mood	  is	  imperative.	  	  	  
! Engaged	  universities	  are	  essential	  for	  Australia’s	  economic	  and	  social	  future	  
(high	  epistemic	  and	  deontic	  modality)	  
! ...Australia’s	  higher	  education	  sector	  must	  be	  recognised	  as	  a	  valuable	  
intellectual	  resource	  that	  directly	  and	  intentionally	  contributes	  to	  national	  issues	  
and	  priorities	  	  (high	  epistemic	  and	  deontic	  modality)	  
! thus,	  engagement	  is	  a	  positive	  force	  for	  enhancing	  the	  diversity	  of	  Australia’s	  
higher	  education	  institutions...	  (high	  epistemic	  and	  high	  deontic	  modality)	  
! Australia	  needs	  a	  national	  policy	  to	  support	  community	  engagement	  across	  its	  





Significantly,	  however,	  as	  the	  text	  progresses,	  and	  the	  level	  of	  abstraction	  reduces	  a	  degree	  
as	  examples	  are	  forwarded	  for	  UCE,	  the	  certainty	  (epistemic	  modality)	  shifts	  from	  high	  to	  
low.	  	  Engaged	  research	  	  
• …	  “may	  (low	  epistemic	  modality)	  result	  in	  knowledge	  transfer	  and	  exchange	  in	  
several	  forms	  that	  are	  important	  to	  academic	  as	  well	  as	  economic	  and	  social	  
improvement”	  (p.	  1)	  
• “promises	  [median	  em]	  social,	  cultural	  and	  environmental	  benefits”	  (p.	  1)	  
• “can	  [low	  em]	  improve	  community	  conditions…(p.	  2)	  
• is	  “typically”	  [median	  em]	  interdisciplinary	  (p.	  2)	  
• “often”	  [median	  em]	  leads	  to	  collaboration	  across	  institutions…(p.	  2;	  Emphasis	  
added	  in	  each	  case)	  
	   This	  reduction	  in	  certainty	  is	  an	  implicit	  acknowledgement	  that	  university-­‐
community	  engagement	  might	  not	  lead	  to	  these	  desired	  outcomes,	  which	  opens	  the	  door	  to	  
questions	  around	  the	  particular	  circumstances	  or	  contexts	  for	  UCE	  that	  either	  enable	  or	  
hinder	  these	  outcomes.	  	  The	  text	  is	  silent	  as	  to	  what	  these	  might	  be.	  	  	  
	   There	  is	  also	  a	  difference	  between	  the	  epistemic	  modality	  of	  the	  statements	  that	  
engagement	  builds	  on	  commercial	  knowledge	  transfer	  processes	  to	  produce	  quantitative	  
economic	  benefits,	  and	  those	  statements	  claiming	  non-­‐economically	  quantifiable	  social	  
benefits	  to	  engagement.	  	  So,	  we	  read	  that:	  
Engagement	  expands	  this	  [knowledge	  transfer]	  capacity	  by	  growing	  new	  knowledge	  
partnerships	  that	  produce	  direct	  and	  quantifiable	  economic	  benefits	  through	  the	  
discovery	  of	  innovative	  interventions,	  programs,	  policies,	  and	  practices	  that	  improve	  
outcomes	  related	  to	  health,	  safety,	  education,	  social	  cohesion,	  environmental	  
sustainability,	  and	  civic	  engagement	  (p.	  2;	  high	  epistemic	  modality,	  or	  em).	  
While,	  for	  indirect	  economic	  benefits	  achieved	  by	  social	  outcomes,	  we	  read:	  
Engagement	  can	  [low	  em]	  also	  produce	  benefits	  that	  have	  indirect,	  but	  nevertheless,	  
measurable	  economic	  outcomes.	  For	  example,	  engagement	  that	  addresses	  social	  
disadvantage	  could	  [low	  em]	  lead	  to	  improved	  societal	  health,	  less	  dependency	  on	  
remedial	  education	  and	  welfare,	  reduced	  criminality	  and	  violence,	  and	  increased	  
rates	  of	  volunteerism.	  Community	  engagement	  that	  focuses	  on	  innovation	  and	  
entrepreneurship	  can	  [low	  em]	  expand	  economic	  stability	  and	  social	  capital.	  For	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example,	  engaged	  learning	  and	  research	  activities	  can	  [low	  em]	  enhance	  the	  survival	  
rate	  of	  small	  businesses	  and	  increase	  capacity	  for	  business	  and	  social	  
entrepreneurship	  in	  response	  to	  community	  needs	  and	  opportunities.	  (p.	  2;	  
Emphasis	  added).	  
Why	  is	  there	  a	  drop	  in	  epistemic	  modality,	  or	  confidence	  in	  engagement	  producing	  socially	  
useful	  outcomes	  with	  indirect	  economic	  implications?	  	  	  The	  text	  suggests	  that	  
commercial/business/profit	  outcomes	  are	  more	  probable,	  and	  have	  therefore	  been	  
assigned	  a	  higher	  degree	  of	  semantic	  certainty	  than	  social/environmental/cultural	  
outcomes.	  	  	  This	  interpretation	  is	  reinforced	  with	  the	  following	  sentence	  describing	  the	  
added	  value	  engagement	  provides	  to	  commercial	  knowledge	  transfer:	  “Engagement	  
broadens	  the	  concept	  of	  knowledge	  transfer	  to	  reveal	  that	  knowledge	  generation	  has	  many	  
possible	  [low	  em]	  applications	  of	  value	  to	  society	  in	  addition	  to	  commercialisation”	  (p.	  3).	  
Commercialisation	  objectives	  from	  knowledge	  transfer	  are	  taken	  for	  granted,	  and	  are	  
assigned	  a	  higher	  degree	  of	  epistemic	  modality	  than	  the	  social/cultural/environmental	  
knowledge	  exchange	  outcomes.	  	  Engagement,	  for	  the	  AUCEA,	  may	  “add”	  to	  
commercialisation	  of	  research,	  as	  a	  new	  discourse	  providing	  renewed	  attention	  generally	  to	  
the	  responsiveness	  of	  research	  to	  the	  “community”.	  	  But	  these	  social	  outcomes	  are	  not	  
guaranteed.	  	  The	  critical	  question,	  then,	  a	  question	  provoked	  by	  the	  semantic	  elements	  
within	  the	  text	  itself,	  and	  the	  way	  it	  sutures	  together	  these	  ostensibly	  competing	  discourses	  
of	  commercialisation	  of	  research	  and	  mutually	  beneficial	  partnerships	  for	  social	  outcomes,	  
is	  whether	  the	  new	  AUCEA	  engagement	  discourse	  constructed	  here	  will	  in	  effect	  be	  more	  
productive	  for	  industry,	  business	  and	  universities	  than	  it	  will	  be	  for	  other	  community	  
partners.	  	  Or	  whether,	  minimally,	  UCE	  initiatives	  that	  produce	  “direct	  and	  quantifiable	  
economic	  benefits”	  will	  be	  favoured,	  whether	  industrial	  or	  social,	  at	  the	  expense	  of	  those	  
research	  programs	  that	  do	  not.	  	  	  
Conclusion	  
	   A	  Critical	  Discourse	  Analysis	  of	  AUCEA’s	  “Position	  Paper”	  suggests	  a	  commercial	  bias	  
to	  its	  assemblage	  of	  university-­‐community	  engagement.	  	  	  To	  construct	  the	  case	  for	  a	  
nationally	  funded	  plan	  for	  university-­‐community	  engagement,	  AUCEA	  has	  emphasised	  the	  
differences	  between	  engagement	  and	  service	  through	  a	  semantic	  construction	  of	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equivalence	  among	  the	  intended	  beneficiaries	  of	  engagement,	  communities	  and	  
universities.	  	  In	  doing	  so	  competing	  interests	  among	  differing	  community	  partners	  (e.g.	  
industry,	  NGO’s)	  are	  elided,	  a	  neoliberal	  discourse	  is	  privileged,	  and	  the	  more	  social,	  
environmental	  and	  cultural	  ends	  to	  engagement	  are	  granted	  less	  semantic	  certainty	  than	  
commercial	  outcomes.	  	  	  
	   One	  could	  make	  the	  argument	  that	  the	  AUCEA	  is	  being	  pragmatic.	  	  It	  recognizes	  that	  
the	  methodology/method	  of	  university-­‐community	  engagement	  suits	  the	  wider	  socio-­‐
political	  contexts	  for	  universities	  –	  both	  the	  government’s	  neoliberal	  agenda	  for	  higher	  
education	  and	  the	  university’s	  need	  for	  new	  revenues	  and	  social	  relevancy.	  	  The	  
organisation	  sees	  this	  socio-­‐political	  context	  as	  an	  opportunity	  for	  the	  generation	  of	  more	  
socially	  responsive	  knowledge	  that	  will	  serve	  a	  social	  inclusion/social	  change	  agenda,	  in	  
addition	  to	  the	  pedagogical	  practices	  serving	  civic	  engagement	  purposes.	  This	  CDA	  of	  their	  
text,	  however,	  suggests	  that	  the	  hybrid-­‐discourse	  of	  university-­‐community	  engagement	  
AUCEA	  assembles	  is	  more	  likely	  to	  resonate	  with	  and	  speak	  to	  business	  and	  industry	  
interests	  than	  non-­‐governmental	  organisations	  seeking	  social	  justice.	  	  	  
	   If	  the	  AUCEA’s	  “Position	  Paper”	  (2008)	  did	  seek	  to	  improve	  the	  quality	  of	  life	  for	  
socially	  marginalised	  communities	  through	  the	  UCE	  process,	  then	  the	  subsequent	  “widening	  
participation”	  agenda	  of	  the	  Australian	  Federal	  Government	  following	  from	  the	  Bradley	  
Review	  of	  Higher	  Education	  (Bradley,	  Noonan,	  Nugent,	  &	  Scales,	  2008)	  has	  shown	  that	  a	  
more	  specific	  and	  targeted	  collaboration	  with	  marginalised	  communities	  might	  well	  have	  
proven	  a	  more	  beneficial	  pathway.	  	  The	  goal	  to	  widen	  access	  to	  higher	  education	  to	  include	  
a	  greater	  percentage	  of	  lower	  socio-­‐economic	  status	  students	  has	  been	  operationalised	  
through	  the	  Higher	  Education	  Participation	  Partnership	  Program,	  and	  approximately	  $300-­‐
400	  million	  will	  be	  allocated	  to	  universities	  for	  outreach	  and	  partnerships8.	  	  	  The	  hybrid-­‐
discourse	  of	  university-­‐community	  engagement,	  as	  constructed	  by	  AUCEA,	  does	  not	  seem	  to	  
inform	  or	  be	  referenced	  in	  this	  policy,	  and	  AUCEA	  does	  not	  appear	  to	  have	  been	  a	  
participant	  or	  beneficiary	  to	  date	  of	  the	  consultations	  and	  allocations	  of	  money.9	  	  Equity	  and	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